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addresses in suitable illustrated book-length 
editions; 

Whereas between 1988 and 1994, Senator 
Byrd meticulously supervised preparation of 
4 volumes, including a 39 chapter chrono-
logical history, a 28 chapter topical history, 
a compilation of 46 classic Senate speeches, 
and a 700 page volume of historical statis-
tics; 

Whereas volumes in the series have re-
ceived national awards for distinction from 
organizations such as the American Library 
Association and the Society for History in 
the Federal Government; 

Whereas the 4 volume work, entitled ‘‘The 
History of the United States Senate’’, is the 
most comprehensive history of the Senate 
that has been written and published; 

Whereas Senator Byrd has devoted tireless 
energy and tremendous effort to the prepara-
tion and publication of the historical books, 
enabling citizens of the United States to bet-
ter understand the history, traditions, and 
uniqueness of the Senate; and 

Whereas a better understanding by people 
of the Senate and the role of the Senate in 
our constitutional system of government 
will foster respect and appreciation for the 
democratic traditions of the United States: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the United States Senate 
extends congratulations and appreciation to 
Senator Robert C. Byrd for completing ‘‘The 
History of the United States Senate’’, a mon-
umental achievement that will educate and 
inspire citizens of the United States about 
the Senate for generations to come. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURITY AND 
FAMILY POLICY 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Social Security and 
Family Policy of the Finance Com-
mittee be permitted to meet on Friday, 
April 7, 1995, beginning at 9:30 a.m. in 
room SD–215, to conduct a hearing on 
1995 Board of Trustees annual report of 
the Social Security and disability trust 
funds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

CONTRACT WITH AMERICA 

∑ Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I rise 
to join my colleagues who have ex-
pressed their congratulations to our 
counterparts in the House who this 
week completed work on the ‘‘Contract 
With America.’’ 

In the past few days, Mr. President, I 
have heard some powerful and stirring 
remarks from the other side about the 
nature of the ‘‘Contract With Amer-
ica.’’ I have heard allegations that Re-
publicans are plotting to break ketch-
up bottles over children’s heads, to 
snatch their school lunches from their 
grasping mouths, and to send the sen-
iors of America into the streets to for-
age from garbage cans. 

Of course, this is an attempt to cast 
a judgment on the substance of the leg-
islation that was brought forth under 
the contract. I would instead prefer to 

focus my remarks on what I consider 
to be the real point of the contract, 
which was a commitment by newly 
elected leaders to—hold on to your 
hats—to keep their campaign promises. 

Small wonder that this effort has 
produced so much discomfiture and 
fury on the other side. I remember a 
Presidential election in 1992, in which a 
Democratic Presidential candidate 
campaigned against the Bush policy in 
China, against the Bush policy in Bos-
nia, promised massive tax cuts—then 
delivered unprecedented tax in-
creases—and on and on and on. And 
this is, to the mindset of the other 
side, what ‘‘responsibility’’ is all about. 
You don’t keep your campaign prom-
ises, because it would be ‘‘irrespon-
sible’’ to do so. 

My view is rather quite different. My 
view of responsibility is that, while 
campaigning, one only makes promises 
that one intends to keep. But appar-
ently it is a novel idea in Washington, 
and is described by phrases such as 
‘‘pandering’’ and ‘‘irresponsibility.’’ 

Now also, before discussing the sub-
stance of the contract itself, let me 
also commend by House colleagues for 
adhering to the principle that, whether 
or not the votes were there to pass 
these items, these matters should be 
brought forth for a vote. That was the 
real point of the contract—to bring 
matters up for a vote. 

I need not tell American citizens why 
that is so important, but I would like 
to refresh my colleagues’ under-
standing of that point. The point is 
simply that the American public has a 
right to know where its representatives 
truly stand on these issues. That is a 
fundamental responsibility of rep-
resentative democracy. 

This principle should be supported by 
all legislators, whether or not they 
agreed with all of the substantive con-
tent of the ‘‘contract.’’ Clearly, these 
were matters of importance to the 
American people. Many legislators—on 
both sides of the aisle—have run for of-
fice claiming that they supported such 
measures. They would say that they fa-
vored balanced budgets, favored the 
line-item veto, favored term limits, fa-
vored holding Congress accountable to 
the laws that it passed—and yet these 
measures were never passed. Those who 
voted for these legislators had a right 
to know who really favored these meas-
ures and who did not. 

I think it is a measure of how truly 
‘‘out of touch’’ Washington has become 
if the definition of ‘‘responsibility’’ has 
become—‘‘refusing to vote on matters 
of importance to the American peo-
ple.’’ What House Republicans have ac-
complished, essentially, is to dem-
onstrate that they believed that Amer-
icans did have a right to know where 
their legislators really stood, instead 
of Congress’ engaging in the age-old 
practice of refusing to bring matters to 
a vote simply because it was feared 
they would pass. That is not my idea of 
representative democracy—gimmick-
ing the system to avoid having to cast 

a politically unpopular vote. And we 
saw a terrible lot of that in the House 
for 40 years. 

Finally, I would like to address the 
rather silly charge that the ‘‘Contract 
With America’’ was a special boon for 
rich Americans only. 

If we run down the various items of 
the contract—and I do not support 
every single one of them—we see sev-
eral measures that have nothing to do 
with being ‘‘rich’’ or ‘‘poor.’’ We simply 
see measures designed to give Wash-
ington some long-overdue account-
ability to the people we represent. 

For instance—the Congressional Ac-
countability Act. I do not understand 
why it would be catering to the ‘‘rich’’ 
to make Congress accountable to the 
laws that it passes. 

Nor do I understand why a halt to un-
funded Federal mandates is a special 
benefit for ‘‘the rich.’’ It is an irrele-
vant, nonsensical argument to say that 
somehow it is the height of egali-
tarianism for Washington to send end-
less unfunded mandates on to the 
States. 

The balanced budget amendment; 
there’s another one. Simply the propo-
sition that Government should live 
within its means. I would be very curi-
ous to know what tenet of economic 
theory holds that it is necessary for 
Government to go into hundreds of bil-
lions in debt every year in order to 
treat ‘‘rich’’ and ‘‘poor’’ appropriately. 

Even many of the attacks on the pro-
posed tax cuts struck me as disingen-
uous, at times even hypocritical. Many 
Congressmen and Senators waxed elo-
quent about how unfair it was to give 
any sort of tax break to the ‘‘rich,’’ but 
when it comes to shelling out billions 
in Federal entitlement benefits to the 
‘‘rich,’’ they are strangely silent. If it 
is unjust to have any sort of tax relief 
affecting anyone of means, please ex-
plain to me why a billionaire should 
get a full Social Security COLA, or to 
have 75 percent of his Medicare part B 
premium paid by the taxpayer. If you 
want to know where we have really in-
dulged the ‘‘rich,’’ it’s not through the 
Tax Code. It’s through Government 
spending. 

So this was never about ‘‘rich’’ 
versus ‘‘poor.’’ It was about big Gov-
ernment versus small Government. 

In the end, Mr. President, many of 
the attacks on the Republican legisla-
tive effort are nothing more than the 
same shopworn, trite, ridiculous rhet-
oric of class warfare that got us into 
this spending nightmare, and most as-
suredly will not get us out. 

We will hear much more of it in the 
weeks to come. 

When we attempt to hold the growth 
of Government spending to a reason-
able level—not to cut it, but just to re-
strain its growth—we will hear how we 
are ‘‘cutting’’ and ‘‘slashing’’ and so 
forth. 

I just cannot believe—and I say this 
in all earnestness to my Democratic 
colleagues and their pollsters—that the 
American people will swallow that one. 
I remember those charges during the 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 04:51 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00027 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S07AP5.REC S07AP5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-09-30T10:55:48-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




